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DETAILED ACTION 



Election/Restrictions 



1 . Applicant's election with traverse of Group I, claims 18, 21-25, 37, 39-43 and 54 
in Paper No. 02262004 is acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that the 
Office has not established that the different groups are independent and distinct from 
each other. This is not found persuasive because, contrary to Applicants' position the 
disclosure of Kato et al. (WO 98/21328) of a sequence meeting a limitation of claim 1 
shows that the sequence makes no contribution over the prior art and, therefore, the 
claims do not share a corresponding special technical feature. Applicants are correct 
about Group IV, that group does consist of claims 29 and 47, not 27 and 47. Examiner 
apologizes for the mistake. 

The requirement is still deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 

2. The following should have appeared in the written restriction and is included here to 
address applicants' concerns about rejoinder. As stated below, should DNA claims be 
found allowable then claims of the same scope to processes of their use will be rejoined and 
examined. 

The examiner has required restriction between product and process claims. Where 
applicant elects claims directed to the product, and a product claim is subsequently found 
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allowable, withdrawn process clainns that depend from or otherwise include all the limitations 
of the allowable product claim will be rejoined in accordance with the provisions of MPEP § 
821 .04. Process claims that depend from or otherwise include all the limitations of 
the patentable product will be entered as a matter of right if the amendment is presented 
prior to final rejection or allowance, whichever is eariier. Amendments submitted after final 
rejection are governed by 37 CFR 1.116; amendments submitted after allowance are 
governed by 37 CFR 1.312. 

In the event of rejoinder, the requirement for restriction between the product 
claims and the rejoined process claims will be withdrawn, and the rejoined process 
claims will be fully examined for patentability in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .104. Thus, to 
be allowable, the rejoined claims must meet all criteria for patentability including the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. 101, 102, 103, and 112. Until an elected product claim is 
found allowable, an otherwise proper restriction requirement between product claims 
and process claims may be maintained. Withdrawn process claims that are not 
commensurate in scope with an allowed product claim will not be rejoined. See 
"Guidance on Treatment of Product and Process Claims in light of In re Ochiai, In re 
Brouwer and 35 U.S.C. § 103(b)," 1184 O.G. 86 (March 26, 1996). Additionally, in order 
to retain the right to rejoinder in accordance with the above policy. Applicant is advised 
that the process claims should be amended during prosecution either to maintain 
dependency on the product claims or to otherwise include the limitations of the product 
claims. Failure to do so may result in a loss of the right to rejoinder. 
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Further, note that the prohibition against double patenting rejections of 35 U.S.C. 
121 does not apply where the restriction requirement is withdrawn by the examiner 
before the patent issues. See MPEP § 804.01. 



Priority 



3. The current application filed on June 27. 2002 is a 371 of PCT/JPOO/0451 5 filed 
on June 6, 2000, which in turn claims priority to provisional application, 60/159,586 filed 
on October 18, 1999. 



Information Disclosure Statement 



4. The information disclosure statement filed January 8, 2002 has been considered. 
Please see the attached initialed PTO-1449. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112, Second Paragraph 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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6. Claims 18, 21-25, 37, 39-43 and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 18, 24, 25, 37, 42 and 43 each recite, in part (c), "typically 10% or less." 
It is unclear what percentage is actually being claimed because what others "typically" 
do is not a positive recitation of a claim limitation. The other claims are included in this 
rejection because they do not rectify the noted deficiency. 

The claims are also rendered indefinite by the term "homology". This term has 
many meanings, usually; sequences are homologous if they are evolutionarily related 
somehow. What little discussion there is in the specification is on page 8, which directs 
one to use BLAST to determine homology. It is unclear from the specification what 
definition of "homology" applicants intend. Sequences compared by percent identity 
need less definition since "identity" means if the bases match they are identical. 
Homologous sequences, however, may contain mismatches that are not identical but 
are nevertheless homologous since they may represent conservative substitutions. 
Thus, the metes and bounds of the claims to polynucleotides that are defined by 
percent homology are not clear. 

Claims 37 and 39-43 are confusing. Claim 37 recites, "encoding a partial peptide 
of a protein" but the other limitations of the claim are the same as claim 18. How does 
this define a portion of a polypeptide? 

Claims 24, 25, 42 and 43 are also incorrect in that they depend from a 

nonelected claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112, First Paragraph - Written Description 

7. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

8. Claims 18, 21-25, 37, 39-43 and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The claims lack 
adequate written description for three reasons. They are, first, the functional 
equivalents, second, the polynucleotides that hybridize to SEQ ID Nos.: 1 , 3, 5, 7 or 9 
under conditions less stringent than 0.1 X SSC, 0.1% SDS, 65°C and, third, 
polynucleotides that have less than 95% identity to SEQ ID Nos.: 1 , 3, 5, 7 or 9. Each 
aspect will be discussed sequentially. 

Claims 18, 21-25, 37, 39-43 and 54 are directed, in part, to polynucleotides 
encoding proteins that are functionally equivalent to the proteins of SEQ ID Nos. 2, 4. 6, 
8 or 10 in which one or several amino acids of the amino acid sequence have been 
substituted, deleted, inserted and/or added wherein the overall percentage of mutations 
is typically 10% or less. The specification, however, only provides a single 
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representative example, residues 1-28 of ap, encompassed by these claims. There is 
no disclosure of any particular structure to function/activity relationship in the single 
disclosed species. The specification fails to describe additional representative species 
of functional equivalents by any identifying structural characteristics or properties, for 
which no predictability of structure Is apparent. 

The Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit has recently held that a "written 
description of an Invention involving a chemical genus, like a description of a chemical 
species, 'requires a precise definition, such as be structure, formula [or] chemical 
name,' of the claimed subject matter sufficient to distinguish it from other materials." 
University of California v. Eli Lilly and Co., 1 997 U.S. App. LEXIS 1 8221 , at *23. quoting 
Fiers v. Revel, 25 USPQ2d 1601, 1606 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Although SEQ ID Nos: 1, 3, 5, 7 and 9 are disclosed in the specification and the 
specification contains some discussion of functional equivalents, there is no evidence 
that the inventors were in possession of the extremely large number of polynucleotides 
included in section (c) of the above claims at the time of filing. To satisfy the written 
description aspect of 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, for a claimed genus of molecules, it 
must be clear that: (1) the identifying characteristics of the claimed molecules have 
been disclosed, e.g., structure, physical and/or chemical characteristics, functional 
characteristics when coupled with a known or disclosed correlation between function 
and structure, or a combination of these; and (2) a representative number of species 
within the genus must be disclosed. The above claims, as written, fail to satisfy the 
written description requirement. 
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Insufficient identifying characteristics of the claimed molecules have been 
disclosed. Part (c) polynucleotides may have any number of substitutions, deletions or 
additions (since the "typical" value of 10% is nonlimiting) and the polynucleotide of part 
(e) may be 5-40% different and no identifying characteristics for those polynucleotides 
have been disclosed. The absence of such disclosure evidences that applicants were 
not in possession of any polypeptides within the scope of parts (c) and (e) other than 
polynucleotides having the exact sequences. A representative number of species within 
the genus has not been disclosed. The specification discloses the representative 
species of SEQ ID Nos: 1 , 3, 5, 7 and 9 but provides no information as to any structure- 
function relationship between that sequence and the claimed functional equivalents or 

homologous sequences. 

Claims 18, 21-25, 37, 39-43 and 54 are directed, in part, to polynucleotides that 
hybridize to SEQ ID Nos.: 1, 3, 5, 7 or 9 under conditions less stringent than 0.1 X SSC, 
0.1% SDS, 65°C. The specification provides three examples of so-called stringent 
hybridization conditions a page 7, last paragraph. It is well known that conditions may 
be varied over a wide range of conditions that still may be considered stringent; 
applicants discuss this on page 7 of the specification as well. 

The Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit has recently held that a "written 
description of an invention involving a chemical genus, like a description of a chemical 
species, requires a precise definition, such as be structure, fomiula [or] chemical 
name,' of the claimed subject matter sufficient to distinguish it from other materials." 
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University of California v. Eli Lilly and Co., 1997 U.S. App. LEXIS 18221. at *23, quoting 
Fiers v. Revel, 25 USPQ2cl 1601, 1606 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Although SEQ ID Nos: 1 , 3, 5, 7 and 9 are disclosed In the specification and the 
specification contains some discussion of hybridization conditions, there is no evidence 
that the inventors were in possession of the extremely large number of polynucleotides 
that would hybridize under some undefined conditions. To satisfy the written description 
aspect of 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, for a claimed genus of molecules, it must be 
clear that: (1) the identifying characteristics of the claimed molecules have been 
disclosed, e.g., structure, physical and/or chemical characteristics, functional 
characteristics when coupled with a known or disclosed correlation between function 
and structure, or a combination of these; and (2) a representative number of species 
within the genus must be disclosed. The above claims, as written, fail to satisfy the 
written description requirement. 

Insufficient identifying characteristics of the claimed molecules have been 
disclosed. It is unpredictable what polynucleotides will hybridize under unspecified 
conditions and no identifying characteristics for those polynucleotides have been 
disclosed. As the hybridization conditions become less stringent the predictability that 
polynucleotides that hybridize will encode proteins having the same function as the 
parent sequence also goes down. Therefore, the structure/function relationship is 
unclear. The absence of such disclosure evidences that applicants were not in 
possession of any polypeptides within the scope of part (d) of the claims other than 
polynucleotides having the exact sequences. A representative number of species within 
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the genus has not been disclosed. The specification discloses the representative 
species of SEQ ID Nos: 1, 3, 5, 7 and 9 but provides no information as to any structure- 
function relationship between that sequence and the claimed polynucleotides that would 
hybridize under less than the above-specified conditions. 

Claims 18, 21-25, 37, 39-43 and 54 are directed, in part, to polynucleotides 
showing at least 60%, 70%, 80% or 90% homology to SEQ ID Nos.: 1 . 3, 5, 7 or 9. The 
specification provides no representative examples of such polynucleotides 
encompassed by these claims. There is no disclosure of any particular structure to 
function/activity relationship. The specification fails to describe additional representative 
species by any identifying structural characteristics or properties, for which no 
predictability of structure is apparent. 

The Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit has recently held that a "written 
description of an invention involving a chemical genus, like a description of a chemical 
species, 'requires a precise definition, such as be structure, formula [or] chemical 
name,' of the claimed subject matter sufficient to distinguish it from other materials." 
University of California v. Eli Lilly and Co., 1997 U.S. App. LEXIS 18221, at *23, quoting 
Fiers v. Revel, 25 USPQ2d 1601, 1606 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Although SEQ ID Nos: 1 , 3, 5, 7 and 9 are disclosed in the specification and the 
specification contains some discussion of homology at page 8, first paragraph, there is 
no evidence that the inventors were in possession of the extremely large number of 
polynucleotides included in section (e) of the claims at the time of filing. To satisfy the 
written description aspect of 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, for a claimed genus of 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/030,269 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 1653 

molecules, it must be clear that: (1) the identifying characteristics of the claimed 
molecules have been disclosed, e.g., structure, physical and/or chemical 
characteristics, functional characteristics when coupled with a known or disclosed 
correlation between function and structure, or a combination of these; and (2) a 
representative number of species within the genus must be disclosed. The above 
claims, as written, fail to satisfy the written description requirement. 

Insufficient identifying characteristics of the claimed molecules have been 
disclosed. Part (e) polynucleotides may be 5-40% different and no identifying 
characteristics for those polynucleotides have been disclosed. The absence of such 
disclosure evidences that applicants were not in possession of any polypeptides within 
the scope of part (e) other than polynucleotides having the exact sequences. A 
representative number of species within the genus has not been disclosed. The 
specification discloses the representative species of SEQ ID Nos: 1 , 3, 5, 7 and 9 but 
provides no information as to any structure-function relationship between that sequence 
and the claimed homologous sequences. 

For the above reasons, claims 18, 21-25, 37, 39-43 and 54 fail to satisfy the 
written description requirement. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112, First Paragrapti - Enablement 



3. Claims 18, 21-25, 37, 39-43 and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, because the specification, while enabling for (1) polynucleotides that 
comprise a nucleotide sequence as set forth in SEQ ID Nos.: 1 , 3, 5, 7 or 9, (2) 
polynucleotides that encode a protein having a amino acid sequence as set forth 
in SEQ ID Nos.: 2, 4, 6, 8 or 10, (3) polynucleotides that hybridize under stringent 
conditions to a polynucleotide comprising a nucleotide sequence as set forth in 
SEQ ID NO. 1, 3, 5, 7 or 9 wherein the "stringent conditions" are 0.1 X SSC, 
0.1% SDS, 65°C (specification at page 7, line 28), and (4) polynucleotides that 
show at least 95% identity to SEQ ID Nos.: 1 , 3, 5, 7 or 9, does not reasonably 
provide enablement for "functional equivalents" of the above polynucleotides, 
polynucleotides that hybridize under stringent conditions to a polynucleotide 
comprising a nucleotide sequence as set forth in SEQ ID NO. 1 , 3, 5, 7 or 9 
wherein the "stringent conditions" are less stringent than 0.1 X SSC, 0.1% SDS, 
65°C nor polynucleotides that show 60%, 70%, 80% or 90% homology to SEQ ID 
Nos.: 1 , 3, 5, 7 or 9. The specification does not enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and 
use the invention commensurate in scope with these claims. 

The criteria for determining undue experimentation, summarized in In re Wands 
858 F.2d 731, 8 USPQ2nd 1400 (Fed. Cir, 1988), are: 1)the quantity of experimentation 
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necessary, 2) the amount of direction or guidance presented, 3) the presence or 
absence of working examples, 4) the nature of the invention, 5) the state of the prior art, 
6) the relative skill of those in that art, 7) the predictability or unpredictability of the art, 
and 8) the breadth of the claims. 

Since there are three parts to this rejection they will be discussed separately. 
For the purposes of this rejection. Examiner uses "homology" to mean "identity". 

In the instant case, with regard to the "functional equivalents", 1) the quantity of 
experimentation necessary is large since the number of changes that may be made are 
unlimited; even if the 10% limitation were applied there would still be many changes to 
be made, 2) the amount of direction or guidance presented is small; the only alleged 
functional equivalent is the peptide comprising residues 1-28 of Ap. There is no 
discussion of structural features that make a peptide a "functional equivalent" and no 
direction as to which changes may be made while still retaining the activity of Ap. 
Continuing with 3) the specification contains working examples wherein the only test 
compound is Api.28, 4) the nature of the invention is the discovery of a portion of APP 
that suppresses or promotes the aggregation or deposition of Ap, 5) the state of the 
prior art Is such that other portions of APP have been described with the same activity 
and the same protein is taught by Kato et al. (WO 98/21328), 6) the relative skill of 
those in this art is extremely high, at the level of holders of medical degrees or PhDs, 7) 
the predictability of the art is low as evidenced by the large amount of research going 
into discovering what different portions of APP do and the fact that one reference, Jones 
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et al., teach portions bordering the instant one but missed the instant portion entirely, 
and 8) the claims are extremely broad, at least with regard to the "functional 
equivalents". The instant specification provides insufficient guidance to allow the skilled 
artisan to predict beforehand the effects of particular substitution and/or insertion 
mutations on Ap. Since Inadequate guidance is provided to allow prediction of the effect 
of a given mutation, determination of the full spectrum of Ap mutants that would have 
the activity of the wild-type protein would require that the skilled artisan make and test a 
large number of the possible mutants. 

With regard to the polynucleotides that hybridize under stringent conditions to a 
polynucleotide comprising a nucleotide sequence as set forth in SEQ ID NO. 1 , 3, 5, 7 
or 9 wherein the "stringent conditions" are less stringent than 0.1 X SSC, 0.1% SDS, 
65°C, 1) the quantity of experimentation necessary is large since the number of 
variables are large and the possible conditions that could be selected is large; in 
addition, each polynucleotide that hybridizes has to be tested as to function and this 
would increase the amount of experimentation significantly, 2) the amount of direction or 
guidance presented is small; only three conditions are named, 3) the specification 
contains no working examples of polynucleotides that hybridize to SEQ ID Nos.: 1 , 3, 5, 
7 or 9, 4) the nature of the invention is polynucleotide encoding a portion of amyloid 
precursor protein (APP) that suppresses or promotes the aggregation or deposition of 
Ap, 5) the state of the prior art is such that polynucleotides encoding the instant portion 
of APP is taught by Kato et al. (WO 98/21328), 6) the relative skill of those in this art is 
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extremely high, at the level of holders of medical degrees or PhDs, 7) the predictability 
of the art is low as evidenced by the large amount of research going into discovering 
what different portions of APP do, and 8) the claims are extremely broad, at least with 
regard to the polynucleotides that hybridize under so-called stringent conditions. 

In addition, Applicants have not described which meaning of the term "stringent" 
they intend to use sufficiently enough to enable one of skill in the art to practice the 
invention. Nucleic acid hybridization assays are extremely sensitive to the conditions in 
which they are performed. The buffer composition, pH, temperature, length of time, salt 
concentrations, quality and source of template nucleic acid, are all variables which 
determine the reproducibility of a given hybridization experiment. Given the 
unpredictability of the art and the nature of hybridization experiments in general, it is not 
sufficient to provide three different hybridization conditions that may be construed as 
being "stringent". The definition of "stringency" as it pertains to hybridization conditions 
is subject to interpretation and is different from laboratory to laboratory. Therefore, 
without a clear and explicit recitation of what conditions are meant to be included by the 
term "stringent", and without a clear and explicit recitation of the conditions which were 
actually used by Applicants in isolating polynucleotides which hybridize to DNA having 
SEQ ID Nos: 1 , 3, 5, 7 and 9, the skilled artisan would not be able to practice the 
claimed invention and would not be reasonably apprised of the metes and bounds of the 
claimed invention. The last paragraph on page 7 of the specification discusses 
hybridization conditions and discuss what is involved in achieving a specific level of 
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stringency. Specific conditions are vital since the claims rely on hybridization to one of 
the sequences recited in the claims. Without such guidance, the experimentation left to 
those skilled in the art is undue. Including in the claims the exact nature of the 
hybridization conditions used to isolate the claimed polynucleotides would aid in 
overcoming this portion of the rejection. 

With regard to the polynucleotides that that show 60%, 70%, 80% or 90% 
homology to SEQ ID Nos.: 1 , 3, 5, 7 or 9, (1 ) the quantity of experimentation necessary 
is large since the number of sequences failing within the specified levels of homology is 
large; in addition, each of those polynucleotides need to be tested as to function and 
this would increase the amount of experimentation significantly, 2) the amount of 
direction or guidance presented is zero, 3) the specification contains no working 
examples of polynucleotides that show the recited homology, 4) the nature of the 
invention is polynucleotide encoding a portion of amyloid precursor protein (APP) that 
suppresses or promotes the aggregation or deposition of A3, 5) the state of the prior art 
is such that polynucleotides encoding the instant portion of APP is taught by Kato et al. 
(WO 98/21328), 6) the relative skill of those in this art is extremely high, at the level of 
holders of medical degrees or PhDs, 7) the predictability of the art is low as evidenced 
by the large amount of research going into discovering what different portions of APP 
do, and 8) the claims are extremely broad, at least with regard to the polynucleotides 
that show the claimed levels of homology. 
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Thus, when the Wands factors are analyzed, the conclusion of undue 
experimentation, and, therefore, nonenablement, is inescapable. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

9. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, maciiine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

10. Claims 18, 21-25, 37. 39-43 and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because 
the claimed invention is not supported by either a specific and substantial asserted 
utility or a well-established utility. 

It is clear from the specification that proteins encoded by SEQ ID Nos.: 1 , 3 and 7 
have utility since they suppress the aggregation or deposition of Ap which makes them 
useful to at least treat Alzheimer's disease. Thus, those aspects of the invention are not 
included in this rejection. 

It is also clear from the specification that proteins encoded by SEQ ID Nos.: 5 
and 9 promote the aggregation or deposition of Ap. Clearly, this makes them unsuitable 
to treat Alzheimer's disease; in fact, it would appear that administration of these 
polypeptides would exacerbate the disease. No utility is asserted in the specification 
other that promoting the aggregation of Ap, which seems to have no substantial utility 
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since, as stated above, it is useless to treat Alzheimer's, which is the utility asserted for 

the other sequences. 

Claims 18, 21-25, 37, 39-43 and 54 are also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph. Specifically, since the claimed invention is not supported by either a specific 

and substantial asserted utility or a well established utility for the reasons set forth 
above, one skilled in the art clearly would not know how to use the claimed invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

11. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in puW^ 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

12. Claims 18, 21 , 37, 39 and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
clearly anticipated by Kato et al. 

Kato et al. teach SEQ ID No. 68, which is a polynucleotide 99.7% identical to 
SEQ ID No. 1 (see page 53 under the section entitled <HP10297> (Sequence Number 
18, 43, 68) and the sequence alignment. The sequence of Kato et al. differs at 
positions 81 and 183 using the numbering according to instant SEQ ID No. 1 . The 
codons are (SEQ ID No. 1 vs. SEQ ID No. 68) GCC vs. OCT at position 81 and CAT vs. 
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CAC at position 183. Both GCC and GCT encode Alanine and both CAT and CAC 
encode Histidine, therefore, both sequences encode the same polypeptide. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 18, 21-25, 37, 39-43 and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kato et al. 

The teachings of Kato et al. are outlined above. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to place the constructs containing SEQ ID No. 68 taught by Kato et 
al. into cells for expression with the expectation of obtaining a useful protein product. 
Kato et al. must have expressed the protein since they provide Figure 21 showing the 
hydrophobicity/hydrophilicity profile of the protein. 



Conclusion 



15. No claim is allowed. 
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1 6. Any inquiry concerning tills communication or earlier communications from tlie 
examiner should be directed to Robert A. Wax whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
0623. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, between 9:00 
AM and 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Christopher S. F. Low can be reached on (571 ) 272-0951 . The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Infonnation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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